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REMARKS 

The Applicants request reconsideration of the rejection. 
Claims 1-25 are pending. 
A new Abstract has been supplied which does not exceed 

150 words aLn length. 

The E Larainer rejected Claims 10-24 under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness -type double patenting as being 
unpatentable over numerous claims of prior U.S. Patent No. 

Without admitting to the propriety of the 
the Applicants submit herewith a Terminal 
to avoid the rejection. 
The Examiner also rejected to Claim 2 as being a 
substantial duplicate of Claim 1. The Applicants traverse, 
noting that Claim 1 as filed recited that, in the case where a 
convergence frequency of the claimed PLL circuit is lower than 
frequency, the PLL circuit converges the convergence 
by a PLL feedback loop from an input voltage lower 



6,608,S10. 
rejection. 
Disclaimer 



a setting 
frequency 



than a convergence voltage corresponding to the convergence 
frequency to the convergence voltage. On the other hand. 
Claim 2 as 1 filed recited that, in the case where the 
convergence frequency of the PLL circuit is lower than the 
setting frequency, the PLL circuit converges the convergence 
frequency by a PLL feedback loop from an input voltage lower 
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than a convergence voltage to the convergence voltage. In 
other wordi, Claim l as filed required that the convergence 
voltage colreBpond to the convergence frequency in the case 
where the convergence frequency is lower than a setting 
frequency, but Claim 2; did not require that the convergence 
voltage correspond to the convergence frequency in such a 
case . 

in addition. Claim 1 as filed required that, in the case 
where the .ponvergence frequency of the PLL circuit is higher 
than the setting frequency, the PLL, circuit converges the 
convergence frequency by the PLL feedback loop from an input 
voltage higher than a convergence voltage to the convergence 
voltage, whereas Claim! 2 as filed required that, in the case 
where the convergence 'frequency of the PIiL circuit is higher 
than a setting frequency, the PLL circuit converges the 
convergence frequency -by the PLL feedback loop from an input 
voltage higher than a -convergence voltage corresponding to the 
convergence frequency jto the convergence voltage. In other 
words. Claim 2 as filed required that the convergence voltage 
correspond to the convergence frequency in the case where the 
convergence frequency is higher than the setting frequency, 
but Claim 1 as filed did not require that the convergence 
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™i co the convergence frequency in such a 
voltage cortsspond to tne <=o 

, ^ 2 JL ~» — ,PP— * » 

daJ. 1 - * — — " ° S - C - 5102 " 



being anti 
Applicants 



^..^U.,!., U.S. ..«!.».. «- 
CI avars.. »otih 9 that both Clai™, 1 «d 2 recita 



whether th 



js ut.t. circuit determines 

that che convergence frequency of the PI* 

e convergence is performed from an input voltage 



wnecnei un<= - 

lo~ H a co»ve [9 «« -"age to tha — S »» voXtage. 



or whether 



t ne convergence is performed from an input voltage 

WJ _ — 

t-n the convergence voltage- 
higher thJn a convergence voltage to the 

* a the claimed pll circuit is arranged to 
In other words, the ciaimw 

„ where the convergence 

differently operate between the cases 

of the PVL circuit is lower and higher than the 
frequency of tne *u±* 

aatt ln g -eiii. » tha other hand. P-=- «- 

B ,« opar^o. regard »-the t tha convene frec^ency is 

lo»er or higher tha» tha aatting frequency. 

T7 s c §103 (a) as being 
Claim 25 was rejected under 35 U-S.c. 

„ e fi ? 4 o 685, in view of 
unpatentable over Sharif et al . , 6 ' 2 *>' 6 
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Savelli. ^ savelli, Snaraf fails to disclose a fix circuit 
in which tie convergence frequency determines the operation of 
the convergence to the , convergence voltage. Thus, in 

• I ^y, q av elli Sharaf fails to render unpatentable 
combination with, savein, 

the invention claimed in Claim 25 . 

in vilw of the foregoing amendments and remarks, the 
Applicants request reconsideration of the rejection and 
allowance bf the claims. 



MATTINGLY , 



Respectfully submitted, 
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